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Aeainft Archibald Campbell Merchant in Inverary, and Co- 
lin Campbell of Inveraſragan. 


HE ſaid Thomas Wallace, being Creditor to Archibald Campbell Vintner in 
Inverary in three accepted Bills, did, in November 1742, adjudge a Tack 
of a certain Tenement in the Town of Inverary, which had been ſet to the 
faid Archibald by his Grace the Duke of Argyle in Fuly 1740; and, when 
he came to inſiſt in a Mails and Duties upon his Adjudication, Oppoſition 
was made by Cin Campbell of Inveraſragan, Brother to the common Debi- 

tor; who produced two Diſpoſitions from him to this Tack; one dated Sth March 1739, 

and the other October 3 iſt 1741. Ot which the Purſuer having repeated a Reduction as in 

fraudem of his anterior Deke 0d ubgnngry hp Lord Juſice-Clerk Qcdinary has taken the 

Reaſons of Reduction to Report. And, firſt of all, it 1s neceſſary to (et forth particularly the 

Nature of theſe Titles produced by the Defender, that the Objections againſt them may be 

the more cafily underſtood, | 

The firſt Diſpoſition, dated 8th Day of March 1739, proceeds upon a Recital, That A.- 
chibald Campbell and his Brother Inveraſragan had, on Fanuary 8. 1733, granted Bond to 
Mr. Archibald Campbell of Stonefield for L. 100, with Annualrent and Penalty, containing 
a Clauſe of Relief by Archibald to his Brother; and, for Irveraſragan's further Security 
and Relief of the ſaid Debt, Archibald diſpones to him the new Houſe lately built, and 
preſently poſſeſſed, in the Town of Iuveraty, with Office-houſes, Gardens, and Pertinents, 
with all Right he had to the ſame, or could demand by and through a Tack made or to be 
made in his favours by the Duke of Argyle, or that he could claim by the Charges and De- 
burſements laid out by him in building and finiſhing the ſaid Houſe, upon the Encourage- 
ment given by the Duke and his Doers to him, and the other Inhabitants in the ſaid Burgh. 

The other Diſpoſition, dated 3 1ſt October 1741, recites the above Bond granted by the 
two Brothers to Mr. Campbell of Stonefield.; as alſo another Bond granted by Archibald 
Campbell the common Debitor to Stonefield, for L. 20; and two Bills granted by him to 
Jobn Somervel Merchant in Renfrew ; and another Bill to Alexander Roſe ; and a fourth Bill 
to Inveraſragan himſelf, for L. 61 : 1 : 2 Sterling, extending, the ſaid Sums, to L. 324, 
12 5. : and tubſumes, That Iveraſragan being bound as Cautioner for him in the firſt Debt of 
L. 100 due to Stonefield, and having become bound by the Acceptance of this Diſpoſition to 
free and relieve his Brother of the other Debts above mentioned, and in regard the ſaid Sum 
of L. 324, 125. Sterling is condeſcended and agreed upon to be the full and adequate Va- 
lue of the Tenement, Gardens, Tack, and Houſhold-turniture after diſponed; therefore, 
and for his further Security, and better enabling him to make Payment of the ſaid Sums of 
Money, he diſpones to Inveraſragan the Tack paſt betwixt the Duke of Argyle and him, 
dated the Day of Tuly 1740, of the Tenement of Houſes, Office-houſcs, and Gar- 
den, preſently poſſeſſed by the ſaid Archibald within the Town of Inverary; and alſo dif. 
pones to him his whole Inſight and Houſhold Pleniſhing, conform to an Inventary. 

The Diſpoſition bears the Delivery of the Tack, and the Delivery of ſeveral Pieccs of the 
Houſhold-pleniſhing, as Symbols and Tokens of the whole; but no actual or real Poſſeſſion 
was transferred to the Defender: But, on the contrary, a Tack ſet by him, of the fame Date 
with the Diſpoſition, of the Houſes and Furniture to his Brother the common Dehitor, at the 
Rent of L. 12 Sterling; upon which the common Debitor continued in Poſſeſſion of the 
Houſes and Furniture as before. 

To theſe Titles produced for the Defender, the Purſuer objected, That the firſt Diſpoſi- 
tion 1739 was inept and incongruous, as diſponing a Tack which did not at that Time exiſt, 
nor for above a Year after; and that at any rate it is reducible, as being a partial Preference 

nted by a Debitor eb@ratus to a conjunct Perſon in prejudice of anterior Creditors. 2do, 

That the Obligation, for Relief of which the Defender obtained this Security from his Bro- 
ther, was truly null and void, v/z. the Bond granted by him and his Brother to Mr. Camp- 

bell of Stonefield ; which though it bears two Witneſſes, yet the firſt of them is not deſigned : 


For 
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For it is teſted thus: Before theſe Witneſſes, James Watſon, and Mr. Duncan Macpherſon in 
Inveraſragan. And, next, if it were ſuppoſed to have been at all a valid Obligation, yet 
the Defender was liberated from it by the Statute 1695, long before the Time of the al- 
ledged Payment, which was only in June 1744. 

And to the after Diſpoſition, 3 iſt Oftober 1741, which conveyed both the Tack and 
Houſhold-furniture to the Defender, it was objected, That Archibald Campbell the common 
Debitor was under Diligence by Horning at the Purſuer's Inſtance for the Debts now claim- 
ed upon, which he was charged upon the 6th of July 1741, and denounced upon the 16th 
of that Moath, and the Horning regiſtrate, and a Caption taken out againſt him upon the 
23d; and therefore the partial Preference he granted by this Diſpoſition in October thereafter 
to his Brother, and the other Creditors therein named, to the Excluſion of the Purſuer, was 
directly in the Face of the Prohibition in the ſecond Clauſe of the Statute 162 1. 24s, That 
it was in effect a Diſpoſition omnium bonorum, as it cannot be condeſcended on, that he had 
any other Subject belonging to him in the World, but this Tack and his Houſhold-furni- 
ture, which are all here diſponcd ; and, conſequently, the Diſpoſition would be reducible at 
Common Law, without the Aid of the Statute 1621. 

And to both the Diſpoſitions it was objected, That as they were never made publick by 
Intimation, either to the Duke of Argyle the Setter of the Tack, or to the Subtenants who 
were in Poſſeſſion of the Lands, nor by Poſſeſſion attained thereupon, ſuch latent Rights, 
inter conjunttos retenta poſſeſſione, could not compete with a Creditor who has affected the 
Subject by Adjudication, the proper legal Diligence to denude the Debitor of a Right of 
this kind, and which of itſelf is ſufficient without Intimation ; and has further been inti- 
mated to the Poſſeſſors by a Proceſs of Mails and Duties. 

To the Objections made to the firſt Diſpoſition, it was anſwered for the Defender, © That 
e the Diſpoſition was good, though antecedent to the Tack, becauſe jus ſuperveniens au- 
&* thort accreſcit : That the Debitor was interpelled by no Diligence at the Date of this Diſ- 
„ poſition ; and therefore it cannot fall in under either of the Statutes 1621 or 1696.” 

And to the /econd Objection, ©* That the Nullity in the Bond is fully taken off by the 
* Diſpoſition narrating it, and diſponing the Tack to the Defender for his Relief: Beſides, 

that the Bond was holograph of Archibald the principal Debitor, and conſequently good 
* againſt him; and the Defender the Cautioner could not deny his Subſcription, That, as 
* to the ſeptennial Preſcription, it was a Privilege given by Law to the Defender, which 
* he might uſe or not as he pleaſed ; and it would be hard to cut down his Right upon ac- 
* count of his Honeſty, and faithful Performance of his Engagement.“ | 

But to theſe Anſwers it is replied, That, however the Brocard jus ſuperveniens may take 
place where the Diſponer had at the Time any colourable Title to the Subject diſponed ; yet 
none ſuch is condeſcended on in the preſent Caſe, not ſo much as any Obligation upon the 
Duke to grant the Tack in queſtion at the Time he diſponed it to his Brother, But then, 
ſuppoſing he had been veſted in the Tack, or that his after Acquiſition could accreſce ; yet 
ſtill this Diſpoſition was a partial Preference of his Brother to the Purſuer and his other Cre- 
ditors, at a Time when he was ob@ratus; which is of itſelf a ſufficient Objection. It is true, 
that, in Securities granted to Stranger Creditors, prior Diligence muſt be condeſcended upon, 
either in terms of the Statutes 1621 or 1696 ; becauſe, unleſs interpelled by Diligence, Stran- 
gers are preſumed to be ignorant of the incumbered Circumſtances of their Debitor ; and 
therefore are in bona fide to take a Conveyance in Security from him, as believing he may 
be able to ſatisfy all his Debts. But the contrary Preſumption holds in the Caſe of a Bro- 
ther, or other conjun& Perſon, That the Circumſtances of his Brother, if ob@ratus, cannot 
be altogether a Secret from him; and therefore the taking a particular Security from him 
when in ſuch Circumſtances, is fraudulent, and ought to be reduced. 

And ſo it was in expreſs Terms decided, January 28. 1696. Scrymzeor contra Lyon; 
where © a Perſon inſolvent, but againſt whom no Diligence was done, having made a Diſ- 
« poſition in favours of his near Relations, for Security and Payment of Debts owing to 
« them, neglecting his other onerous Creditors, the Diſpoſition was found fraudulent, and 
© reduced,” The Deciſion is obſerved by Lord Fountaznhall, and referred to in the late 
Dictionary, p. 67. And it goes upon the fame Principles with that other Rule which has 
been eſtabliſhed by many Deciſions, vig. That a Diſpoſition omnium bonorum to one Credi- 
tor in Preference to the reſt is reducible, Both theſe Reductions are founded in Common 
Law, and require no antecedent. Diligence, in Terms of the Statutes 1621 and 1696. 
Theſe Statutes preſcribe the particular Forms of Diligence, which are of themſelves declared 
to be ſufficient, præſumptione juris & de jure, to inter ſuch Knowledge of the 5 bad 

cumſtances 
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Circumſtances in the Creditor who acquires the partial Right, as may be ſufficient to ſet it 
aſide, But, as Sir George Mackenz:te juitly obſerves, they do not exclude other Preſumpti- 
ons of Fraud. And accordingly theſe two have been eſtabliſhed by the Practice of the 
Court, vi. if either the Diſpoſition bears to be 997n7zu 71 bonorum, or if the Acquirer of the 
partial Right be a conjure? Perſin; in both theſe Caſes, it is preſumed, that he muſt have 
known the Debitor was c&@ratus : In the firſt, from the Tenor of the Right itſelf, as being 
omnium bonorium ; and in the other, from his Commexio with the Party: And, if he knew it, 
the taking ſuch Right from him, to the Excluſion of other Creditors, was fraudulent, and 
cannot be ſuſtained in Competition with anterior Creditors doing lawful Diligence to affect 
the Subject. 

And with reſpect to the ſecond Objection, though the Bond was holograph of the com- 
mon Debitor; yet it was certainly null quoad the Defender the Cautioner, as the firſt Wit- 
neſs was not deſigned, The Lords will remember a Caſe decided both by this Court and 
the Houſe of Peers, betwixt Haldane of Lanerk and Ker of Cavers, in the Year 1714 ; 
where a Bond, bearing to be ſubſcribed before A B. and C. D. Servitor to Cavers, was 
found null, though in Fact both theſe Witneſſes were at that Time Servants to Cavers, be- 
cauſe the Bond had not expreſſly deſigned them to be ſuch, and, after the Statute 1681, 
cannot be ſupplied. | 

Nor does the Defender much conteſt the Nullity ; but fays, “it could have been taken 
* off, either by his own Oath, or by the Diſpoſition granted to him by his Brother for his 
*« Relict,” But the Purſuer is adviſed, that neither of theſe could be ſufficient, Cautiona- 
ry Obligations are fri: juris, and can bind no further than the Writing goes. The Cau- 
tioner is either bound ex ſcriptura, or he is not bound at all. Equity will not interpoſe to 
bind a Man to pay the Debt of another, if by Law he is not bound. And as little could the 
Diſpoſition granted him by his Brother have that Effect. No Right granted in favours of 
another will be interpreted to hurt him, or to bind him harder than he was before, where 
it is plain that id non agebatur betwixt the Parties. 

And as the Defender was truly never bound in this Debt of which he now ſeeks Relief; 
fo, if he had, it is certain he was liberated from it before cither Diſtreſs or Payment. The 
Lords will obſerve, that the Bond to Stonefield is dated the 8th Fanuary 1733, and the Pay- 
ment is not alledged to have been made ſooner than June 1744, above four Years after the 
Lapſe of the ſeptennial Preſcription, and even after the Subject in Competition, which he 

now claims for his Relief, had been adjndged by the Purſuer, and a Proceſs of Mails and 
Duties commenced upon his Adjudication, This Preſcription is not of the Nature of an 
Exception, which the Cautioner may plead or wave as he pleaſes; but it is an ip/o jure Li- 
beration from the Obligation, So the Statute declares in expreſs Words, That the Cautioner 
ſhall be bound no longer than ſeven Years after the Date of the Bond; and that from and af 
ter the ſaid ſeven Years, the Cautioner ſhall be eo ipſo free of his Caution. And conſequent- 
ly, upon the 8th of January 1740, the Obligation upon the Defender was at an End, as 
much as if he had never undertaken it, or as if it had been entered into with that Quality, 
that it ſhould ſubſiſt no longer. And the Diſpoſition 1739, on which he now competes, 
could not poſſibly ſubſiſt, after the Obligation itſelf was gone, for Security of which it was 

ranted, | 

, And as, during this Period, when the Defender had no Intereſt to claim under this Diſ- 
poſition, the cautionary Obligation being at an End, the Purſuer's Diligence interveened, not 
only by Horning and Caption againſt the Debitor, but by Adjudication, and Mails and Du- 
ties againſt the Subject ; it is not eaſy to diſcover, how it could be in the Defender's Power, 
by any after voluntary Act of his, to create to himſelf a Preference in a Subject which the 
Purſuer had duly affected by his Diligence in the Manner the Law directs. If the Defender 
had any Scruple to plead the Liberation the Law had given him againſt Stonefield, it was 
free to him to indulge that Scruple, as much as he would when he himſelf was the only 
Party concerned, But when a third Party's Right was to be cut out by the Determination, 
it was his Duty to leave it to the Law to decide, And the Purſuer will be forgiven to fay, 
that if the Detender had been equally ſcrupulous as to cutting off the Purſuer without Cauſe 
from a juſt Debt, to which no legal Exception could be made, it is not like theſe Diſpoſitions 
would have ever been heard of, which have given your Lordſhips the Trouble in this Caſe, 

With reſpec to the /econd Diſpoſition, in October 1741, it was anſwered for the Defender, 
That the Hotning at the Purſuer's Inſtance was no ſufficient Ground to reduce the Diſ- 
<< poſition, in reſpect the like Diligence had been done upon ſome of the Debts for Security 
of which that Diſpoſition had been granted; and, conſequently, the granting a Security 
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te to the Uſer of the firſt Diligence cannot be ſaid to come under the Deſcription of the ſe- 
« cond Clauſe of the Statute 1621, which only forbids the mating any voluntary Payment 
te or Right to any Perſon in defraud of the lawful and more timely Diligence of another Cre- 
* difor. And to the ſecond, That the Diſpoſition is not to be conſidered as a Conveyance 
&* omnium bonorum ; becauſe it does not convey the Debitor's whole Goods and Gear, but 
e only his Tack and Houſhold- furniture.“ 

But, in reply to the firſt Anſwer, founded on the prior Charges of Horning, it is to be 
obſerved, That there is no Horning produced upon any of the Debts contained in the Defen- 
der's Diſpoſition, but one Bill of L. 61, upon which indeed the common Debitor is charged 
with Horning in April 1741, prior to the Purſuer's Diligence : And therefore, were this a 
good Anſwer to the ſecond Clauſe of the Statute 1621, it could have no further Effect, than 
to the Extent of the Sum in that Bill; quoad reliquum, the Purſuer would fall to be pre- 
ferred. And he is able to condeſcend, that the Defender has had Intromiſſions with his 
Brother's Effects ſufficient to extinguiſh that Debt. 

But, in the next place, the Purſuer is adviſed, that the Defender's Diſpoſition is redu- 
cible upon the Statute, as well with reſpect to the Debt upon which this Horning was uſed, 
as the other Debts therein contained ; For the plain Meaning of the Statute is, That how 
ſoon a Creditor commences Diligence againſt a Debitor ob#ratus, the Debitor can grant no 
voluntary Right to another favourite Creditor to his Prejudice, It makes no Diſtinction, 
whether the Creditor to whom the voluntary Right is granted has alſo commenced Dili- 
gence or no. If he has, the Diligences commenced muſt be ſeverally proſecuted in the le- 
gal Way: But the inſolvent Debitor has no Power to rank or ſettle the Preference of his 
Creditors; but muſt leave that to the Law. And indeed, the End of the Statute would be 
quite diſappointed were it otherwiſe, Where ſeveral Creditors have ufed Charges of Horn- 
ing, no particular Subject is affected by ſuch Diligence, though it operates a ſufficient In- 
terpellation of the Debitor. If he ſhould then have Liberty thereafter to grant voluntary 
Rights, in what Manner muſt this be done ? whether to all the Creditors who have charged 

ro rata ? or with a Preference according to the Priority of their incompleat Diligences? It 
is plain the Law does not determine which of the two. And therefore, if ſuch voluntary 
Rights were to be granted, the Preference muſt depend upon the Will and Favour of the 
inblvent Debitor ; which would be to give him the very Power the Law intended to rc- 
ſtrain, how ſoon he is interpelled by Diligence. 

The Statute uſes the Expreſſion, more timely Diligence, with a View and Reference to 
the voluntary Right granted by the Debitor, to which the Diligence muſt be prior in Date, 
in order to reduce it; but not with reference to any Diligence done by another Creditor ; 
which is not here ſuppoſed. In a Word, where there is a Competition betwixt one Dili- 
gence and another, it is not the firſt inchoated Diligence that is intitled to Preference, but 
the Diligence that is fir/# duly completed. But where the Competition is betwixt a Diligence 
and a voluntary Right, the only Thing treated of in this Clauſe of the Act, the fir/? Step or 
Commencement of the Diligence is ſufficient to bar the granting ſuch Right. And that being 
ſet aſide, the Creditors, who had ſeverally commenced Diligence before, will be — 
according as they have firſt completed the ſame, duly to affect the Subject, by Adjudication, 
or otherwiſe, in the ſame Manner as if the voluntary Conveyance made by the Bankrupt in 
contempt of the Law, had never been granted. 

And fo this Point was ſolemnly determined by your Lordſhips in January 1735, in the 

Caſe of the Creditors of John Park Merchant in Glaſgow, who had granted a Diſpoſition 
to Truſtees, for Behoof of his Creditors. And Bailie Mansfield, who had charged him with 
Horning anterior to the Diſpoſition, inſiſted in a Reduction thereof, upon the ſecond Clauſe 
of the Act 1621. The Lord Newhall Ordinary reduced the Diſpoſition, as being granted 
in Prejudice of the Purſuer's anterior Diligence. The Truſtees and Creditors reclaimed, 
and particularly inſiſted upon this Ground, That ſome of the Creditors who had accepted of 
the Truſt-right, had charged the Debitor with Horning prior to the Purſuer Bailie Man/- 
field's Charge. But this was over-ruled by your Lordſhips, for the Reaſons already men- 
tioned, and the Lord Ordinary's Interlocutor affirmed January 28. 1735. And after a 
ſecond reclaiming Petition and Anſwers, your Lordſhips did again adhere to that Interlocu- 
tor in June thereafter, And if this was found in the Caſe of a general Diſpoſition granted 
equally to all the Creditors, there can be little doubt, but the ſame Rule muſt obtain in 
judging of a Diſpoſition, in which the Partiality is fo viſible, as purpoſely leaving out a con- 
ſiderable Creditor, who had uſed the proper Diligence, to interpel the Debitor from grant- 
ing ſuch partial Right a few Months before. 


And 
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And therefore, as it does not appear, that this Objection upon the Statute 1621 can ad- 
mit of any Anſwer, the Purſuer will not trouble the Lords with ſaying much upon the o- 
ther Obiection, That it is in effect a Diſpoſition j,, bonorum ; which is a good Ground 
of Reduction by itſelf, independent of that Statute ; and the Reaſon of it is, That whoever 
accepts of ſuch a Diſpoſition, cannot pretend to be ignorant that he is ob@ratus ; and there- 

fore is in dolo, if he leaves out any of the Creditors, 
The Anſwer made to this is, That the Diſpoſition does not convey all the Debitor's 
* Goods and Gear; and it has been found not ſufficient, that particular Subjects are diſ- 
e poned, though the Bulk of the Debitor's Effects, unleſs it bear to be a Conveyance omnr- 
* um bonorum, December 1728, Ducheſs of Buccleugh contra Sir James Sinclair, obſerved 
* inthe late Dictionary, p. 67.” 

But, with reſpect to that Caſe, it does not appear, that the Debitor there had diſponed 
his Houſhold-furniture, otherwiſe it could hardly have been faid, that the Creditor who got 
the Diſpoſition was ignorant of his being ob@ratus. No Man who is not oberatus, will diſ- 

ne his whole Houſhold- furniture, and the Tack by which he ſubſiſts, as in this Caſe, and 
2 to himſelf no other Subject remaining whatever. Your Lordſhips have found, that a 
general Diſpoſition of all Goods ard Gear was reducible, though there were no Words to 
comprehend either Debts or heritable Subjects, when none ſuch were alledged to belong to 
the Debitor, 25th February 1737, Crammond contra Bruce, Dictionary, p. 68. And it is 
ſubmitted, if the ſame ought not to hold, when a Man diſpones his Houſe, Tack and Hou- 
ſhold-furniture, and no other Subject whatever can be condeſcended upon to belong to 
him ; the more eſpecially as this Diſpoſition is granted to a Brother, who cannot be ſuppoſed 
ignorant of his Circumſtances ; and that there are plain Marks of Simulation attending it, as 
taking Poſſeſſion of the Houſhold-furniture by a ſymbolical Delivery, and that Inſtant ſet- 
ting a Tack back again to the Diſponer of both Houſe and Furniture? which ſhows clearly, 
that the whole was a Contrivance, to difappoint the Creditor, whom the two Brothers 
thought fit to leave out of this Diſpoſition, 

And this leads to the 4% Objection, which lies equally againſt both the Diſpoſitions, viz. 
That neither of them was completed by any kind of Intimation, either to the Duke of Ar- 
gyle the Setter of the Tack, or to the Subtenants in Poſſeſſion of the Lands, nor was Poſ- 
ſeſſion attained by the Defender thereupon ; and conſequently theſe Diſpoſitions, though li- 
able to no other Objection, could not compete with the Purſuer's Adjudication ; which nrſt 
compleatly denuded the Debitor of his Right to the Tack in queſtion, 

The only Anſwer made to this by the Defender was, That as the Diſponer himſelf 
* was in Poſſeſſion of the Lands, the Diſpoſition granted by him needed no further Intima- 
* tion, but did compleatly denude him of the Tack.” 

But, with Submiſſion, it ſhould be very extraordinary, if a Right to the Poſſeſſion of 
Lands, ſuch as this is, could be compleatly tranſmitted by a private Deed granted by the 
Party, without any Publication, either by Intimation or Poſſoſſion, but merely by ſigning 
the Conveyance from the Diſponer to the Diſponee. It is believed the Defender will find no 
Authority for this Poſition in any of the Law- books. They uniformly hold, that ſome 
Publication is neceſſary to the compleat Tranſmiſſion of all Rights, either Intimation or Poſ- 
ſeſſion, where Infeftment does not take place; and that it is a peculiar Effect of the Dili- 
gence of Adjudication, that as it is an Act of the Law, which from the Nature of the Thing 
muſt be publick, ſo it compleatly denudes the Debitor of ſuch Right, without Neceflity 
of Intimation. So the Lord Stair lays it down expreſsly, Title D:/poſitions and Adjudica- 
tions, F 16. To come now to the third Point propoſed, concerning the Efficacy of the 
* Proceſs, and Decreet of Appriſing, without further Diligence. And, fir/t, It hath the 
Effect of an Aſſignation, without the Neceſſity of Intimation, and carries all Rights, 
* which requires not Infeftments to tranſmit them, as Liferents, Reverſions, Tacks.” 
Here it is plain, that Tacks are compleatly tranſmitted by Adjudication, and that they can- 
not be tranſmitted by a voluntary Diſpoſition, without Intimation : And indeed were it 0- 
therwiſe, no third Party could be ſecure againſt ſuch latent Conveyances. But the Purſuer 
will not trouble your Lordſhips with adding more Words upon the Caſe, being humbly per- 
ſuaded, that your Lordſhips will be fully ſatisfied, for the ſeveral Reaſons already offered, 
that neither of theſe Diſpoſitions can compete with the Purſuer's Diligence. 


JAMES FERGUSON, 


Since this Cauſe was taken to Report, Þrveraſragan is dead, and the Proceſs transferred 
againſt James Campbell of Inveraſragan, his Son and Heir, | 


